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ABSTRACT
: "
-

The 3-year Dean's Grant Project at Southern Illinois .
University—quBondalq was desighed to: (1) create a set of materials
and resources, relating to serving the handicapped, to be used in the : s
training of teachers; (2) provide training for faculty on Public Law

© 94-142 and)the implications of the law for training teachers and

* administrators; (3) develop and disseminate materials, relating to
serving.the handicagpped, for pse by students and faculty in the

program; (3 involve in the change process personnel directly | '

responsible for the program; and (5) integrate materials and

activities developed by the project into existing courses and '
.programs. The first year of the project yvas devoted to developing and -
disseminating materials to, and planning activities 'for students in
required ®ducation courses. The second year focused on the impact of
the materials and activities,on the supervisors of practicum student -
experiences, methods course iqstructors, and students. Thé objective

of the final year was to familiarize administrators and other :
educational leaders with the needs, characteristi¢s, and methods of °.
instructing handicapped students. An evaluation is presented of the ™
progress made in each of these 3 years. Appendixes include o
criterion-referenced tests used in the project, and a form for
analyzing the experience of professional education Centers with the
handicapped. (JD) ’ '

V4 *
****#******************************************************************

* ° Reproductions supplied by EDRS afe the best that cam be made * {
* E from the original document. $ *

'*****?*****************************************************************
N . '

o :

. a
* .
¢ N . W' ’
’
.

.

1




B
1
\
\
n
‘¢

.

! - ’
A [}
* - . ]
. .. * ‘ -
' N
\ o \ - K
. ) .e .
. . K
¢
.
r . /
: . J I
. , .
» “ ~
& » ;*
. - .
.
.
N
. R ,
\, ’ . [y

g .
. . ‘e * @ .

o7

DEAN’S GRANT: THIRD YEAR REPORT
. "*AND FINAL EVALUATION

'ED228198

: ]
3 - .. i 1 ' ‘
»
. ~ . , ~ v ‘. " ) ‘ L]
. £ MR - - .‘ ‘ :
% . b .
* . < ' . A “e } \
. 3} NN .
3 ’. * s .- ~ - (
\ ' . )
: . VOLUMEII =~ k
| , .
. * '
, .
. s * “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

- Dean’s Grant Project. M%

College of Education
Southern Illinois Unijversity at Carbondale

Carbondale, Illinois - -TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
. ] INFORMATION GENTER (ERIC)."

. -
b S~

U.S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
> i ¢ NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

. - . 1982 ! E[)/UZATIONAL RESOMRCES INFORMAT(ON
-

, .CEN'TER (ERIC) €
’ This document has been feproduced as
N recewved from the person or  organization
onginating it
. Muinor changes have been made to improve
\,.ygprbducbon quality

N . .
. ® Points of view or opimons statext in this docu

rhem,rfo not necessanly upresdm officual NIE
‘ position or policy i

OoR’R2 037

s . -

7 .

SP

2, . ' , ’
Sponsored by Office of Special Education, Department of Education
v , 1 tr

ERIC I n N - .

. - : . &

.

.




AND FINAL EVALUATION R

‘ '
.
W
\

. . DEAN'S' GRANT: THIRD YEAR REPORT

Velume I1 M

) .
P . 7 .t

< \
l Office of Special Eddcation - Contract 790 1158 :

=~
Pl
( . s ?
Dondald L. Beggs,.Dean ,
. ) ~
J o . Nancy, L. Quisenberry, Associate Dean for
. Undergraduate Stuc{ies and Project Director
' D N .
Sidney R. Mille},, S‘peciaI'Education Trainer
- . ' ' N
" ¢ Michael White, Graduate Assistant
. .
£ ; i
bl <
. ) | ’ . . = ) ¢
- : ! ‘ &
. k 3 : ' ‘ B / .
l : ’ College of Education S
’ ~ Southern Illingis University-Carbondale -
. - Carbondale, IL 62901
. A :
\ l . 1982 . .
‘ l « . y -7




fab;e of Contents
N X’

,
=
Y

L2
(14

.
ol e
.

The Development of the Dean's Grant Project,. e s e e e e s e e 2

The Plan for Integrating SpeC1a1 Bducatlon Concepts Into .
the Teacher Education Program . . « « « o « o o o o o s o o s 0 s+ 0 2

Formative Evaluation and th‘.-s Grant Project . . « « o0 o o« + 3
The Formative Evaluation PTOCESS « o« « o o o o ote s o 3 & s o s 4

Y
First Year . . « « « « « « o + & P

wn

Materials \ .

Evaluation « + o o o v o .o o o o 6 4 o s o o o 0w e v
Faculty SUTVEY « .+ « & o o o o o o o o o o o o o0 00w oo
Student Survey .. o G h e e e e e

Cr1ter1on Reference’ Test !re Post Resq}ts e e e e e s

o 0 OvOvn

4

>

Knowledge . « o« + o o o o o 0 o o s e e 0 e w e e n e
ALEItUdE o v o o v o o o e ale o e s e e e e e e n ]

R
.
< . ~ . <
. - ) .0
N

» * o, SeCODd Year e o o o o o o ® o o o s 8 e ® s ® e e 8 & 3 e s e s s 12

- 00

Materials . . . 12

CACLIVITI®S « v v v v e v e e e e e e e e S e 13 |

Evaluation « « o o s%: o o o o + o + s o o s o v o s e 0 e . 14 '
|
|
|
|

.
.
.
.
.

Site Visits.. . . T I
‘ ~ Disability Awareness Workshops T *14
. Material . . . . . . .. .. SR 1 N .

TRITA YOAT .+ + o oo o o v oo e e e e e e fe e e e e 14
Materials . « ¢« « &+ « & o "0 . 15
¢ ActivitieS e ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ o o o o .

* BEvaluation . « « « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 e e e e . 15

Materials . ;‘J e s s 1 e e s 1 s e o
~ ‘Site ViSit . . (] o‘ . . . . . . 3 .

‘ ‘ N
Determining' the Effectiveness of the Infusion E%fort
L on the Teacher Education Program .L{ e e .%ﬂ e e e a, e 16

Summary . . 23

Refer‘énces e o s 8 e s e s 1 s s s s e > o ¢ 0 e e 'o% [ T S R ] 28

@pendicesD . - e o o o 1 o - e s et s s o s e e s ® 0(7:‘ . 30

5

A Criterion Referenced Tests . . . . B 2
. B 4Analysis of Professional Education Centers— : )
. Experiences with Hanﬂiigpped_ S N T 3

’ ‘ i f \ ',"‘
. { . . P ‘ ‘\

1 ! ?%
. ® ' )
L . . ¢ 9 . @, L4 . .
e
»
K




Talzle ‘. : ' ' Page
1 Results of Fac;ulty Survey of Dean's Grant Materials . . + .. . 7

> >, . ' v, . N
l * ” -' . ‘ ! 7 Y
' _ <, List of Tables . . e .

2, 'Results of Student Survey on Dean's Grant Materials . . . . . 9’ °

<

3  Characteristics of Handicapped Students . . . . . « s + « . . 10
4 The Role of the Regular Educator - BDUC 2’;02 . (4]
$ ‘P.L. 94-142 Origins and Foundations - 'EQUC 303 , . . . . : .11 .

'K

6 Summary of Responses to the Qvﬁsenbér_ry/Miller Questionnai}e:

Assessment of Knowledge on Education of the Handicapped by ’
- Incoming Teacher Education Students by Frequency and .
N Percentage.........................17 <
f' - ' 7. Sumpary of Responses to the Quisenberry/Miller Questlonnalre
! ' Afssessment of Knowledge on Education of the Handlcapped by

.’4 : Student Teachers by Frequency and Percentage . . . . . « . . 20

. X . '




-

R . N . 1Y ., ,
* \ ) . . - * b .
. ) 2 ’ o s f " “ )
‘. . v
- . ¢ N > f
' ] ; : ¢ o - " N
& Co V + List of Charts N : ,
. . ~ . ' °
» » . K
+ ,
. \ .
L . - . ‘ )
' ( Chart L C - Page
v + / ’ ' . ' LN ,

* 1 Pert Chart of Activities for Seuthern I1linois ’ o

c. \ University-Carbondale Dean's Grant . . . « « « « + « + « o 24" ' R
‘ ’ ) . . ) ‘1” ‘ ‘ 8
4 , R . . ‘- s . Al - ,
. |
~

.
-
b -
-
-
.

-$
/
’
,
1
]

v
-
.

- - ..
s
~
P 2
r
£
e

.
'
<
—
!
.

‘vl
-
L - -
- -
v
. >
.

) \ ‘ ' . R

A ullToxt Provided by ERIC ;

L 4
1'}(,‘/},’
]

—

o
A N




‘
‘
]
E}

.
3

L

i ) 3
‘ Dean's Gr%zt: Third Year Report

x and Final Evaluation ) -

o W4 i

0

'
-
B
.
:
A
-

I 4

S R R NP S GE EE G R O GE Gy S o an om e am
) K ‘I .‘ " -,
. . . . .

" N - . - . - - R
. ‘ <
L
2
‘ \
:
,
- * . *
X
o
¥ < A "
-
e .
.;‘v<44 —_—
!
’ —
‘ .
) ,
~
:
- ~
- v
*
- - ) h
« -
\
L4
.
- a P -
A
N

feRriC .

I
P e |




. ;
* : ‘; < L]
.
. .
ne ' ©
.

' . The Deveiopment of the Dean's Grant Project, ) "

A\ d

. . \
‘Inyarder to instill an~§wareness of the intent of P.L. 94-142 and

"provide studgnts and faculty with a better uﬁ@erstanding of Individual
Educatiohal ??ograms,and mainstreaming, Southern Ill;noislpniversity
\ at Carbondale incorporated materials and actiVities, relating,;o‘§erving .
the handicapped into its Teacher Education Progr;m. The project was :

the result of a Dean's Grant from the Office of Special\Education,‘

Department of Education. Dr. Nancy Quisenberry, Associate Dean for

) \ Undergraduate Studies, College of Education, served as Projéét Director,

!
. |
and Dr. Sidney Miller, Special Education Trainer, assisted.in the development "i
of materials and activities. A coordination council made up of deans i
from the collegés having'teéchef.eéucation programs, the Céllége of ‘
Educatien's' Associate Dean for Undergréduate Studies, therdepartment
chairpersons, the coordinators of Professional Educatioanxperiences
and the Special Education Trainer adviséd the Dean of the College's

4

" development and implementation of the granti

L
: The Plap for Integrating Special Education
! Concepfs Into the Teacher Education Program
. ) R The goals for the three yéars’of the Dean's Grant Project at o
L . ZSIU-C were as\follows: ‘

£ 1. To create a set of materials and resources relating :
to -serving the handicapped which could be used by

facult%

\

. \ $

2. To provide training for university personnel on .

members involved in the training of teachers.

P.L. 94-142 and' the implications of the law for

. ‘ t
training teachers and admiristrators.
e ¢
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3. To develop materials relating to serving the handi-

capped for use by students and faculty in the °

Teacher Education Program and.to provide for the

dissemination of thesé materials.

{1 4. To involve in the change process those univeréity
: Y
. personnel most directly responsible for the .

Teacher Education Program. . , .

5. To integrate matefials apd activities developed
.by ;he project per;onnél into the College‘;f v
Education's existing courses and p;oéréms for - g'
teacher preparation. - ‘ > ‘ o
P ™ : C .

Formative Evaluation and the Dean's Grant Project

.

.

In recent years, changes in teacher education programs have resulted g%

from pré;sure by legislative bodies anq single issue advocate groups
who have championed such causes as the handicapped and/or tge‘multi_
cultural stﬁdent. Institutions depending on their social-pelitical-
cultural composition have attempted to address these issues through
a variety of stratégieq, such as the development of neyagpurse(s) aﬁd(o;

the integration of the isgue's theme into existing courses.

& L}

Regardless of the reason for change or the form suchlchange takes,

the procedurd for evaluating the change is often either unaddressed

or reflects in¥ormal or formal questioning of faéulty and students.

Generally these procedures yield inconclusive data. Existing mechanisms,,

offering valid and reliable means of evaluating change, have been largely

ignored. ' )

a4
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In order to avoid this pitfall, .the project. staff adopted a formative
' ' assessment approach as the critical component in evaluating the project. -~ °
- % N (/ t ~
’ {
It was thought that a formative evaluation, process would facilitate

-

~

the involvement of tﬁ? faculty, aid in the development of products, '.

and best degermine their efficacy. Too often those responsiple for
; ,

-

—

educational change assume that the, evaluation process has only one

/

- .

- purpose: To determine the end résult of change. However, it ‘is important

[

. to realize’ that evaluation may be used to develop, refine and monitor

change in education programs. This distinction has received relatively

, little attention in the field of education. - , ,S

s

N .. The Formative Evaluation Process o , : \;>

‘The .evaluation process occurred at the following levels:

)
{ ' ) /../
.

12 A nineteen item pre-post criterion referenced test was

-y

/)llll

administered to students in the education program in

. order to assess their prior level of knowledge and

attitude concerning the handicapped and to.
determine the impact of the materials and related ,' \ )
class lectures. :

/ B 2. Upon completion of the wquéhops and sgte—visits,

the faculty and students weTe askéd to evaluate these

-
N 0 ae e e
.
. .
)

activities via a survey with regards to their

- relevance, usefulness, and format. . . , _

r

!
3. Prior to the dissemination of me;erialé to students,
the faculty responsiblg for those courses evaluated
{ the materials in terms of their relevance, -usefulness.’

and format.

' ‘ '




4, After haV1ng made *he revisions ‘suggested by

I
the faculty, the m?terlals were Q1ssem1nated to
~

v the students wheregthey were again evaluated |
i
x -

with regards to théir usefulness, relevance and

format. o

: The criterion acceptance level established for inclusion of material
A . -

in a course program was thdt at least 80 percent of the faculty and. .

students must find the infprmation useful, relevant ‘and presented in
. | : .
an understandable mdnner.;
;o J ’
Through a égrmative evaluative approach, the projectstaff obtained~

©

valuable input from the faculty and students in the target courses.

"It is the staff's imR{esﬁion that faculty members were more interested
f
in integrating materia1§ in classés that they had helped to design. s~

Al

Their involvement also made them better able ta modify the materials
1

as the need-arose. *, . .

’
-
-

First Year
The first year of the project (1979 80) was devoted to the development
/
‘ and dissemination of matér1als and activities to students in the following

. curriculum areas: 1) the general technique and procedure course,

2) the general educational psychology course, and 3) the history/

G

. philosophy of educq&ion course. These courses were selected because
théf are required for all the undergraduate students in fhe ColTege

. of Education.

N

-
Materials .- ‘ . s
' ) S .
The materials designed for inclusion in the éeneral technique

and procedure course contained information on the role of the regular

. A3 MY WD N WY S @GR B WE e G o e ay o an
. . v - .
) ‘ .
.

? educator in the education of the handicapped, an annotated bibliography,

L]

'

-~
I~
2N
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a listing of national agencies and a listing’bf diagnostic tools. ,The

4

mater;als de51gned for 1nc1u51on in the general educat10na1 psychology

course contained 1nfbrmat1on regarding the characterlstlcs of handicapped

-~

students and a glossary of terms. The materials designed for' students
in the history/philosophy- of education course contained information
on the history of special education and a summary of related 1itigat}on

and legislation. (Note: These sets of materials are available from

the University's Bookstore.)

Evaluation ' N ®

The criterion level established for the eventué& integration of .

”

any material into the existing curricula for the following year was

that 80 percent of the faculty and stQ?ents judge the matgrial torbe

relevant, ,useful and pvesented in an understandable format..

Facultf;Surng . . .

The instructérs of the géngral educational psychology course agreed

that the materials in their package were presented in an understandable-
: . . 4

manner éﬁd would be -relevant and useful to them and their students.
The instructors of the general technique and procedure course

indicated that, while the entire package they received was uiiderstandable
J A“ 4

-

and useful, only the Role of the Regular Educator in the Education

of the Handicapped and the Selected Annotated Bibliography was pertinent

*

to their classl

Y

The instructors of the hiétory/philosophf of education course

favorably evaluated their informational packages, but indicated a preference

Y

to presernt the information via computerized instruction. (See Table -1)

-

D
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Results of Eaculty Survey of Dean's Grant Materials

Table 1

J

.

T

¢ ™~ = / O K
S 38 8
+ s “n
oy « n o , O
Q - =
3T 3 oy 5
Questions ) . 9 5 § o
< 0w —~ o og E n -
\ s d S - ~ ©-0 [#]
-4 T - H w &b e
¢ cog [S 3] n oo [o1]
T 0 4 ® 0 )
« = O o, — o 3 st
- o O n = Oe=E )
.. we F.. Yes No  Yes No Yes No | Yes No
- s
Do you feel this in- :
formation is rele-
vant to: ‘
a) you? 6 0 10 O 22 6 2 2
b) your studentsd 6 0 10 O NA* NA* 1 3
Do ;'ou feel this in-
formation to be use-
ful to: -
Il ! y
a) you? 6 0 9 1 22 - 6 1 3
b) your students? 6 0 10 0 NA* NA* O 4
v » ‘\) -‘ '
Is this information ’
presented in ‘an under- '
standable manner? 6 0 10 0 28 0 4 0

*NA" - Not Applicable

- \‘




Student Survey. . ‘
' /
T The results of the student survey were very positive with over

i/ : . »

95 percent of the students surveyed responding favorably to questions

-

regarding the relevancy, usefulness, and format of the informational

»
. &

packages.'(See Table 2)

.

]

. ~ /7 v
Criterion Reference Test Pre-Post Results

\

I

. ) . ~ \ ) ' .
. Three criterion reference tésts were developed to assess the impact

et e e e R
.
-
-
-
~
[ 4

of the méterials disseminated to the students (Appendix A). These
tests were designéd\{y establish whether the students had achieved
beg .

a more complete understanding of the issues concerning the education
L4

of the han&icapped. The pre-post tests included questions designed .

f% assess’ whether the student's attitudes‘toward the'education of the
j— /.a ‘ . +
handicapped had changed as a result of reading the material developed

by the Dean's Grant personnel and experiencing classroom lectures which

parallel the materials. ’

Knowledge. Students enrolled in the general educational psychology
)

couxrse jN=22f3 were pre-tested on an eight item criterion referenced

test which was developed to ascertain the students' current level of . 3

\

knowledge concerning the characteristics of handicapped students. Following
the pre—fest, the students we;é provided the informationa{ paékagé
which was developed for their class and received classroo? lectures
concerning special education. The mean of the pre-test was 4.64 with
a -standard deviation of 1.38. The mean of the post-test was 5.48 with

* a standard deviation of 1.27. This data was &nalyzed via a one-way‘ - ’ '
analysis of variance. The results indicated that students' knowlesige

» Vi . A
significantly increased (p <.01) during the semester. (See Table 3)

3

-




Results of Studeﬁt

9

4

Table 2

Survey on Dean's Grant Materials

N . r
et 7} I;A.g:) 1 N
oo, O P
o <
° =
n 3 D - ©
oo P=E- -
) Fugyy
» oW
. N T 0 0w o Y 0
<+ cg o, D o
Question’ N B B 055 .
- T 0w P — Qe o .-
o N~ 9 O, o m T ]
o~ T S ot =4 © O '] -
. 00 & = o H O o n
e 3 ‘g o3 Q. 0
- 40 = & o "
_Q« QB (& e (=1 S ) [ &) A
. l Yes No . Yes No Yes No Yes No )
Do you feel this ] ¢
information is rele- . ’
vant to you? 100 6 21 5 240 7 226 5
Do you feel this v 7
information will :
be useful to you? 190 6 215 S 240 7 215 S ’
Do you feel thi 4\\‘ .
ini"ormatiml_,.'ts,/s
presented in an .
understandable
manner? 196 0 290 0 247 0 220 0

Students enrolled in the general technique and procedure course

(N=253) were pretested on an eight item ‘criterion referenced test which

.

was designed to assess their current level of knowledge concerning the

role of the regular educator in the education of the handicapped. Prior

F

to the administration of the post-test, the students were provided

their informational package and attended lectures concerning this igsue.

The mean of the pretest was 4.7 with a standard deviation of 1.5. The

mean of the post-test was 5.5 with a standard deviation of 1.8. An




i - ! \ ~
. . § '
10 - i
‘ ®
Table 3 ,
L) ) ) : ' 4 T
Characteristics of Handieapped Student ' .
EDUC 301 e ¢
Source of Variance 'SS df MS - F ‘ 4
. “Madel ' 30.79 . 1 30.5%9 16.52*
. Error ° o 421.26 226 1.86 . , .
o - . . ’
, Corrected Total 452.05 - 227 - '
.—\ - ) . .
*p «£.01 N T :
p X / - . %

An analysis of variance indicated a significant increase in knowledge

4 4

Students enrolled in the h;story/philosophy of educatien course

' (N=201) werespretested on a criterion referenced test which was developed
* [

to assess their level of knowledge concerning the history of speciai

education and. the legislative‘prec23§g¢s leading to the passage of
P.L. 94-142. Prior to the aﬁministra;ion'of the post-test,i;he students

were provided their educationéi package and participated in classroom
L 14 *
3 N
‘é Table 4
Thé Role of the Regular Educator
. EDUC 302

\

Source of Variance SS df MS . F

r

Model - 33.37 . 1- 39.37 21.17* ’
Error 468,56 252 1.85

Corrected Total ) 507.94 253 \ /

< . '
l (p €.01) during the semester. (See Table 4)




11 i\ \
. _

jectures concerning these issués. The mean for the pre-test was 3.06

I3 , ) .
with a standasq\geviation of 1.28. The mean for the post-test was

-l o
»
LN

3.84 with a standard deviation of 1.37. An analysis of variance indicated

"a significant increase in knowledge (p £.01) during the semester.

(See Table 5) ¢ . . .

1

Table 5 ) q "

-l O an e
e

) P.L. 94-142 Origins and Foundations
( *EDUC 303 ‘
e e

Source of Variance SS df MS F
o .

4

Model 30.11 1 30.11  16.83*
Error | . 357.98 . 200 1.79
* Corrected Total 388.09 201

*p4 .01 a t =~

.
Te
.

Attitude., All students were pre-post tested concerning their

attitudes towards the education of the handicapped in the least restrictive

&

. - h
Pre-test scores of the students enrolled in the general educa-

nvironment.

tional psychology couhge indicated that only 45 percent originally
felt that hand1ca%Ped students could‘ﬁfzelve a better €ducation in
the regular classroom. Post- test scores indicated an increase from

\
.’ 45 percent to 75 percent during the course of the semester. On the

L

12

AN

- . W A N

pre-test, 50 percent- of the students believed thathregulér teachers
i should be trained to work with handicapped students. Post-test icore§

° demonstrated an inefease from 50 péréént to 95 percent in regard to .-

.
~
4

such’ training.
o .
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Students enrolled in the general techniqué and procedure course

were pre-post tested on their attitudes regarding their role.in the

v

education of the handichpped. Although the pre-post test results showed
very little increase, this can be attributed to the very positive attitudif

these students professed on the pre-test. |

Y

étudents enrolled in the history/philosophy of education course
also demonstrated an attitudinal change £rom pre to post-test. "Approxi-
mately 20 percept of these students indfcated on the pre-test that
education of the handicapped is unnecessary and should be corfducted
in “institutions. The post-test results indicated a change with 90
percent of the students perceiving that education of the handicapped

is appropriate and best accomplished ié the-regular classroom.

v

~

. . Second Year
. r
During the second year of the project (1980-81), center coordinators’
' .

‘ (supervisors of practicum student experiences), method courseﬁinstructors,

and all of the students in these experiences were impacted.
®f - -
! i
' s

M‘terials ’ ‘ _ . ’

! Lo . . ; s s 4. .
s A questionnaire which was designed to obtain 1nformg;10n regarding

the number of handicapped students mainstreamed in each center

/A» ‘coordinator's‘region was developed (Appendix B). It was felt that
this information would facilitate the assignment of appropriate practicum
/[ . " :
sites. (Clark, Miller, Quisenberry, 1981) The questionnaire was completed

by 12 center_coordinators responsible for the placement of practicum/intern
' ‘ r "~

e

students in 79 schools and/or districts. The information was analyzed

via analysis of variance to determine if there were differences between
¢ . - R
' 5
5

b
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rc;;ions (Southern, Northern, Central, Urban, Rural and Suburban) in ' .
terms of the percentage of hand‘icapped students- served. The results

indicated that a greater percentage of handicapped students were being,
. . L]

/ R N )

4 The edygational materials developed for the center coordinators

~ , . _

' and their students contained information on the various instructional

H

materials that have been developed for special populations. The materials’ /

designed for the metho‘d course instructors and their students contained
r 4

information on teaching and management strategles that have been used

kY

' . served in the suburban regions as compared to the rural regions. .

successfully with handicappgd students, and a list of diagnostic tests

i used by special educators to assess handicapped children and youth.

...lj\ Activities ' .
».&‘\’, ’ , ~-

The project‘{{taff provided site visits to various mainstreaming
., ' H L

1
agy

- programs for the fenter coordinators and the method course “nstructors.

The following dis?iricts were visited: . Lo

PRRAEY

1. Special School District of St. Louis County, y , y
' ’ 7 ) « . N -~ ~

St. Louis, Missouri ,

.

2. Carbondale Community High School Dlstrxct 165, . a

.

3. Wabash and Ohio Valley Special Education District,.

'
N )

Norris City, I11indis | , )
4, Springfield Public School District, Springfield, ' .

Illinois-

‘e
1

5. . Carrie Bussey School, C{I;ampaign, Illinois ‘ ‘

The project staff and personnel from Southern Illinois Uni\;ersity

' 1 Carbondale, Illinois

Vi . . @
Spec%ﬂized Student Services also conducted disability awareness
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workshops for the faculty. Four handicapped.individuals participated
) * <
* in these workshops which were designed to address the realities of

mainstreaming.
.

<

Evaluation ) '

Site Visits. A total of fifteen faculty pdrticipated in the five

2 L ’ N o )
site visits. Their feedback was positive, with thmee faculty submitting

deseriptions of their experiences for publication in the Dean's Grant‘

v * s
Newsletter. o
PR .

Disability Awateness Wotrkshops. At the conclusion of the workshop

?.

the faculty (N 15)‘Iud1cateé%%hat the experiences aided theni in under-
. \‘a -
. standing the probleﬁs that handicapped students experience in public

1

y

-

schools and that this understanding would help them better prepare

P R

prospective teachers to integrat® handicapped students into their class-
rooms?\\- L I .

Magfrial. Feedback regarding-the,matérial was positive. The .
\ -«
center coordinators indicated that Ythe material designed for them was

’
.

T
wuseful, relevant and presented in an*understandable format. (Clark

et.al., 1981) Thenewaluation.of the material disseminated to the method

course instructors was also positive,«ﬁith 85 percent of the respondents’

.5 -

' indicating that:they“plan on disseninating the material to their students.

‘ o "“.:: A

Third Year .

The third and final year of theﬂﬁean's Grant Project (1981-82)
focused on personnelwin‘the areas'ef eduéatﬁpnal administration,

educational 1eadership; and other -individuals involved in the process

PN . . ‘ ’
of educdtional administrative certification. The objective was to-
familiarize them with the needs, characteristics _and methods of instructing

handicapped students.
¢ v

. M
. . .
L5
& » -
L

s

<N

e
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Materials ’ -

A

The material designed for the department administrators and pre-

'» "~ 3 . . . 3 3
service administrators was intended to familiarize them with six task

‘o areas the project staff considered central to the administratof's role ]
in the impleﬁentation of 'P.L. 94-142. The siXx task areas are: . .
\\ 1. School Finaﬁce ‘ Nt ;- o
/ 2. CGurriculum apd Instruction (~‘ R
B u3, Pupil Personnel Service* '
' " 4. Staff Recruitment, Employment and Training ,

Il
II‘
' )

) ( -]
5. School/Community Relations

6. Physical Facilities \
A list of suggested readings, covering areas such as administration?

and responsibilities, Barrier Free Access, and Parent's Rights was v

I

also disseminated to the faculty. (Beggs,.et.al., .1982)

Activities .

- . . - . \ : 3
In order to become more familiar with an operational special education

' ‘

programtthe educational admf{nistration faculty and members of the

educational certification comm ttee visited the St. Louis Special Education
School District. They met with the district's superintepdent as well
as other central office personnels and.observed a number of ébecial

-

“education programs designed to promote appropriate education in the
( ’ - . 1
least restrictive environment. In addition, they met with district
: ‘ - :
administrators who discussed degal, financial, and bersonnel issues
”’

relevant to the conduct of Public Law 94-142.

Evaluation i . . L

Materials. There was 95 percent (N=20) agr%ement among the faculty

that the materials they received were useful, relevant, and understandable.

21 . | _ . }
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They turther asked that .the -materials bé duplicafed so'that.they could

[ . b3 A -

‘be used with students in-selectéd general administrative courses. x
- * <
Site Visit. All of the faculty who visited the St Lou1s Spec1a1,

<

Education School District reported finding the trip benef1c1al in terms

of increasing their understanding of special populagions, the related :

« services, and understanding the legal and financial aspects of P.L. 94-142.

Tha

Determining the Effectlveness of the Infu51on ‘Effort on the ?eacher,

Education Program . . - - .
St o L]

In order to determine the efficacy of the Teachyr Education Progragm

@t Southern Lllinois University at CarbbndaL& a questionhaire<wgs developed

3

‘

and administered to all incoming.students who indicated that they were N
8 . | :

majoring in the field of' education (N=524) and all students who had
. / '

recently cgmpleted all of their course work and were currently in the -
N .
. . _
internship phase of their program (N=297). The questionnaire was composed
! s
L 2 . i .
of 19 multiple choice questions ranging,from those concerned with the S

s

.

law to questions on the yole of the regular educator in tiijiijfvjhe
handicapped youth. ' ) .

-

The results of the responses by the incoming teachéf education
stydents are shown in Table 3\\ A} _ -

. As can be seen from the results those students having completed,

1 . ‘

their course work_were'better able to answer all of the 19 questions.

)

Forgexample, question number 14, which deals with the regular teacher's

- role in the education of the handicapped student, was answered correctly

by 87 percent of the student teachers as opposed to 20 percent of those

>
N .

students entering. the program.

-
-

»
’
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Y Table’ 6

o

s Summary of Responses to the Quisenberry/Miller QJ’;txonnane
Assessment of Knowledge on Education of the Handicapped by Incoming
Teacher Educagion Students by Frequency and Percentage

;o "

«

Questionnaire [tem
.

t . Response

- . Freq. Percent

“ 1. [ldentification of 'studentS with learning problems/handicaps .

- - - - !
.

° ' should begin with:
**a) the regular classroom teacher. , 322
b) special educators. * 150
¢) psychologists. ’ 23
d) «soc1al workers. ) 13
. UR* \ . 16
l . .
’ 2. Regular educators.
**3) should be trained to mainstream handicapped students. 183
b} are not expected to teach hangxcapped students., . 21
¢) should learn hbout handicapped students on a volunteer basis. 107
s d)  need extra training to work with the handicapped. 202
II R .r . s . 11
. i L ’ )
. ¢ 3. Circle the person or pérsons who you fdel should be 1myolved in the
- ' develdpment of & handicapped student's [.E.P.
H . n . . ) .
4)  Parents ! . 16
l b) Regular classroom teacher -
<)« Special educators . 28
d), 'Student 7
» **2¢} All of the above ' 427
Il ‘ UR 42

4. Preparing handicapped atudents for )ob‘ﬁwarenes> and )ob tra1n1ng

will be.
4)  a benefit to the handicapped. 77
**b) .a benefit to the handicapped and the community. 430
c) misuse of tax dgllars. 3
d) a waste of time. . 7
, UR . 7
5. The problems of the handicapped &

’ a} too difficult for'regular educators to mediate 1n the
B regular classroom. 41
) . b) can only be mediated by special educators, 30
v **c) can be mediated cooperatively by apeuxal and regular educators. 439
d) a burden on the schools. 4
UR . 10

b. Of the behaviors listed below, which one best describes a student who,
has a4 visual perception problem?

<

d4) Has difficulty seeing Objects that are far away 117

R b) Rubbing his eyes frequently 54
#+¢) Inability to discriminate between different symbols 329

d) Inability to communicate with sign language 10

UR . 14

7 which of the following is an underlying deficit exhibited by a ¢

student who 1s having an suditory perception problem?

v

» .
**a) Inability to discriminate sounds 284
b) Watching lips of someohe communicating with hxm 89
¢ ¢) Uses sign language . W13
d) Inabflity, to hear a stimulus R 118
UR - . s P 20
> *UR = Unusable Reapon:es
" **Correct Response " -
Q . . ~

PAruntext provided oy enic [N
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JAruiToxt provided by ERIC
0

. (

8. [f a student 15> experiencing difficy s 1n academic or social .

tnteractions, ond 1% suspected of b educationally handicapped,
hd the first thing the classroom teacher 1s required to do is:

4) send a-letter to the parents of the student.

—b] 1mplement an 1ndividualized education peogram.

**C) make a referral. . -
d) develop a special program for tHe student. /,’
UR

9. Which are the major sensory areas that are important to the educational

growth of a student”

d)
b)
¢)
-td)
e)

v
Speech ) -
Vision
Hearing
b and ¢
all of the above .
UR

.
.

10. Which of the persons below have been delegated the respongibxlxty
for referring a student for a case study evaluation?

3

a) Regular classroom teacher -
b) Parents
¢) Special education teacher ! Lk
**d}) Any vne of the above
. UR
l11. The primary role of the multidisciplinary team 15 to: ™
a) do preschool screenrng. . '
b) assess the handicapped student's level of functioning.”
¢) refer handicapped students for a case study evaluation.
*+d) a and b
e) all of the above
UR !
12. The’ following are mandated components of the Individualized Education
Program exception -
. a) the student's level of performance.
**b) dJue process hearing.
¢) short-term objectives.
d) special education and related services .
e) annual goals. .
UR

" 13, an Individual Education Program 1s:

a)
ttb)
<)
d)

e)

~

a legally binding document.

only for handicapped students.
tor all children in our schools.
b and ¢

all of the above

UR

14. Regular classroom teachers are responsible for participating 1in

the education of the handicapped due to the Congressional

-

legislation of:

a) the Hatch Act. v o f :
b) the 1964 Civil Rights Act.
**c) the Adjournment Resolution of 1975,
« d) P.L. 94-142 i o~
UR .
*UR = Unusable Responses ’ .
**Correct Response
i ' :
» () 1/‘
- . .~y .

Respopse
Freq. Percent4
-
233 44,4
49 9.4
145 27.7
72 13.7
25 4.7
2 0.4
4 0.8
S *0.9
33 6.3
467 89,1
13 2.5
75 14.3
25 4.7
34 6.5
359 68.5
31 * 6.0
23 4.4
65 12.4
33 6.3
89 17.0
268 S51.1
t46 , 8.8
73 13.9
187 35.7
56 10.7
53 10.1
38 .+ 16:8
67 12.8
19 3.6
65 12.4
190 36.3
101 19.3
99 18.9
S0 9.5
47 7 9.0
83 15.8
106 20.2
157 30.0
131 25.0 °
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v

:

tesTrictave envyronment possible for handica students?
1;  Special educataon classroom

*+h} Regular classroom
<) Special school b

d) Regular classroom with supportive services, e.g. resource room

e) InsCitutions
UR
6. Segregatloﬁ ot handicapped 1ndividuals was supported by the
tollowinyg philosobher(s).

rad o Plawe
by John Locke

<) Jean Jacque Rosseau -
Jd}  None of the above
b4 UR

1. which of theé{gllowxng individual ($) are considered to be pioneers

1n the educatwon of the handicapped”

a4} Jean-Marc¢ Gaspand Itard
b) Edward,Sequin

¢) Maria Montessori ' A
*«d} All of the above ®
UR

18. The constitutional amendment that requires states to provide equal

protection of the law to all it> citizens 1s!

a4} 5th amendment
*<b} ldth amendment
¢) 6th amendment
4y  4th amendment
UR

19. The Supreme Court decision that assured that those states providing
educational services to any citilens must be provided to all 1is

1) Doe vs. Board of School Directors of the city of Milwaukee

by Spangler vs. Board of Education ,
*+*c) Brown et. al. vs. Board of Education of Topeka et. al.
d) Besttie vs. State Board of Education o
UR ‘ X :ﬁ

*UR = Unusablg¢ Responses

**Carrect Response

l) ~o
>
N u

15, Aceording to Deno's cascade which of the folloi'ng 15 the least

Response .
Freq. Percent BN
69 13.2
78 14.9 - -~
, 46 8.8 / .-
184~ 35.1
28 5.3
119 to22.7
v 2
, -
32 6.1
76 14.5 "y
59 11.3
214 40.8 .
143 , 27.3 ‘
. sty
[N
58 11.1
40 7.6
70 13.3
- 198 37.8 .
158 30.2 “%.
foo P
86 16.4 ’
180 34.4 .
51 9.7
65 12.4
142 , 27.1
28 5.3
86 16.4 ®
189 ’ 36.1
66 _ 12.6
155 29.6
|
|
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. . . .
€ Table 7 e v
hd il
Summary of ResponSes to, the Quisenberry/Miller Questionnaire:
v A:su:amunt of quwledge on Education of the Handicapped by
’ Student Teachers by Frequehcy and Percentgge
. . Response
Questionnaire Item ’ - Freq. ™ - Percent
4 ’ P v
1. ldentxtxcatxoh of >xud 1th learning problems/handicaps /
< Should begin with-¥&¥ s . .
*+a) the regular classroom teacher. 235 ‘79-1
. b)Y special cducators, = . -t - 39 R
<} poychologists, 8 .27
d} social workers. . 7 2.4
UR* . - 7 2.4
2. Regular educators: : L )
*+a) should be trained to mainstream handicapped studepts. ’140 47.1
b) are not.expected to teach handicapped students. . 6 2.0
¢) should learn about handicapped students on a volunteer basis'. lfg 7.4
d) need extra training to work with the handicapped. . . 39.4
UR > 6 2.0
. L4
3. ‘Circle the person or persons who you feel should be involvdd in the
Jdevelopment ot a handicapped student's I. E P.
4} Parents 8 2.7
b) Regular classroom teacher ' . 9 3.0
<) Special educators . 16 5.4
d) Student ' S 1.7
**¢; All of the above . 242 81.5
UR o . 17 5.7
4. Preparing handicapped students for job awareness and job training
w1ll be, ¢ R “
28 .4
4) a benetf1t tg the handicapped. 253 8? 2
**b) a benefit to the handicapped and the community. 5 1:7
¢) misuse of tax dollars. . v 0.7
.. a waste of time. i ' 6 2.0
A )ﬁ UR
.“ -.-\.
S. The problemy of the handicapped
a) ‘too difficult éor regular educators to mediate in the
" regular classroom. 15 5.1
b) can sndy be mediated by special educators. 6 2.0
**¢) can be mediated ceoperatively by special and regular educators. 266 89.6
d) a burden on the schools. 2 0.7
UR 7 2.4
8. Of the behaviors 1¥sted belo@, which- one best describes a student who
has a4 visual perception problem’
, .
4)  las difficulty ‘seeing objects that are far away 40 13.5
L) Rubbinyg hi1s eyes frequently 27 9.1
**¢) Inability to discriminate between different symbols . 214 72.1
d) Lnabxlxty to communi€ate with sign language 3 1.0
UR i 13 4.4
", which ot the following 1s an underlying deficit exhibited by 'a -
student who 1> having an auditory perception problem?
’
1) Inability to discriminate sounds lg? ?g'i
~b)  Watching iips of someone communicating with him 10 3'4
¢t Uses styn language 46 1 ‘5
Jr dnabrlity to hear a stimulus - g'
Uk : 16 4,

-
UR = Unusable Responses
rCotrect Resputise

26
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Response

° Freq. Percent {
. !

-

8. U 0 student s experiencsng difficulties in academic or social
interactions, and 1> suspected ofsbeing educationally handicapped,
qéh“ titst tthg~ic classroom teacher is required to do is:

a) send a letter to the parents of the student. A 75 25.3
b) mplement an individualized education program. 14 4.7
**c) make a referral. ’ 167 56.2
d) develop a special program for the student. 19 6.4
UR 17 5.7
9. Whach are the major sensory areas that are important to the educational
growth of a student? "
a) Speech 0 0.0
b) Vision ' 2 0.7
¢) Hearing 10 3.4
**d) b and ¢ | & 31 10.4
e) all of the above 245 82.5
UR . '9‘ ’3.0
10, Which of the persons below have be‘n delegated the responsibility _1
for referring a student for a case study evaluation?
T a) Regular classroom teacher 42 14.1
*b) Parents . 6 2.0
¢) Special education teacher 20 6.7
*+d) Any one of the above . 210 70.7
. UR 1s 5.1
11, The primary role of the muYtidisciplinary team is Ty
a) do preschool sc;dg;idg.\ - N - 8 2.7
b) assess the handfcapped student's level of functioning. 54 18.2
’ c) refer handicapped students for a case study evaluation. - 9 3.0
*n 46 15.5
d} aand b
. e) all of the above 163 54.9
UR 17 5.7
12? The following aXe mandated components of the Individualized Education
Program- except 101y '
a) the srudent's level of performance. ‘ ) 1;; ig';
**b) due process hearing. 30 10'1
¢) short-term objectives. 36 12'1
d) special education and related services 30 10'1
e) annual goals. 31 10'4
& UR . *
13. An Indiyidual Education Program 1s:
’
a) a legally bindrng document. gg ;g';
*+b) only for handicapped students. 48 16.2
¢) for all children in our schools. 52 17.5
d) bund ¢ 52 17.5
e) all ot the above 16 5.4
UR
1, Regular classroom teachers are responsible for participating in
the cducation of the handicapped due to the Congressional
tegaslation ot
&) the Hateh Act. ) 4 1.3
b) the 1964 Civil Rights- Act. . 13 4.4
**¢}  the \djournment Resolution of 1975S. 8 2.7
dy, Pai. 0d-La2 259 87.2
. uR . 11 3.7
S™NR = Unasablé Responses X . —
trlorteet Response . <
‘ »
v ' ) v 4
) P .
ERIC v -
'I{\, r~ 4

A ullToxt Provided by ERIC
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Response
brog, Vaguont

i .,

15. According to Deno's cascadegg h of the following 1s the least
restrictive environment possible for handicapped students?

‘ .1.) Special education classroom 20 6.7
**b) Regular classrbom N 69 23.2
¢) Special school 17 S.7
d) Regular classroom with supportive services, e.g. resource room 169 57.0
e} Institutions 3 1.0
UR ; ‘19 6.4 .
16. Segregation of handicapped individuals was supported by the
. following philosopher(s). )
**a) Plato . ~ 22 7.4
b) John Locke 65 21.9
¢) Jean Jacque Rosseau 47 15.9
d) None O6f the above - 132 44.4
UR : 31 10.4
*
17. Which of the following individual(s) are considered to be pioneers |
' in the e}ucation of the handicapped? 1
. |
= a) Jean-Marc Gaspand Itard 34 11.4 |
b)- Edward Sequin 22 7.4 ‘
<) Maria Montessori 71 24.0
txd) All of the above 129 43.4 ‘
39 13.1 .
UR N ‘
18. The constitutional amendment that requires states to provide equal |
l protection of the law to all 1ts citizens 1s: |
v s -7
a) Sth amendment \ 62 . 20.8
**b) i4th amendment . J ) 142 47.9 |
¢) 6th amendment 34 11.4 3
. d) J4th amendment 'Y :25; 13; ‘
UR , ) . ’ ., }
. N . N R rl
19. - The Supreme Court decision that assured that those states providing |
' ® educational services to any citizens must be provided to all is f
a) .Doe vs. Board of School Directors of the city of Milwaukee 18° 6.1
b) Spangler vs, Board of Education ) 25 8.4
**c) Brown et. al. vs, Board of Education of Topeka et. ai, 203 68.4
Jd) Beattie vs. Stare Board of Education 20 © 6.7
R . 30 10.1
' . A -
. ’ )
. * .
{
-
. ~ ' B
A} ’ ’ )
. . J
) .
. YUK = Unusable Responses .
' “fLortedt Response ’ §
. 0 ’

keric ( , - U

N
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Summary
l s

Evaluation of the Dean's Grant Project, indicates that the target

aqdienée has been positively effected and the goals, conceived nearly .

L 4

four years ago, have been met. . :’
(O The ptoject has accomplished the following: '
1. Fully infuseqﬂpreparation for teaching the handicapped
P in mainstreamed fettingi in all uqdergraduéte teacher *
gducqtion majors.
%, ‘ 2. Established field experience with hfgdicapped

children and youth for all pre-service teachers.
3. Planned for the integration of teaching the
handicapped in ail undergraduate method courses.
4. Incorporated into all levels of the adﬂgnistrative
certification program, administrative preparétion
for P.L. 94-142, (/,

A Pert Chart summarizing acfivit;es for the three years follows.

. ' B i

J

) Dy

e
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PERT CHART OF ACTIVITIES TOR . \ v »
SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNTIVERSITY-CARBONDALE [DEAN'S GRANT . ‘
. . First Year (1979-80) Seo]xd Year (1980-81) Third Year (1981-82) .
. . i} ' v ’
b. . : . 1 2.3.4 § 6 2 8 810 1}'12 13 14 151617 18 18 20 2) 22’23 24 125 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 3y 35 36
1. Preliminary Preparation o . - ‘ ) . ’
A. Develop bibliographies. * |x | % . * [k - * |x X
B. List outside support agencies Y * |k | * * |x | .
C. List of {instruction materials * x| *x ) * tx | % ) ER ] )
D. List of diagnostic tools b ol S ol ol Bl .t
“L. Develop Center for use of b Latale 1 s
_~ above miterials ~ X N
. =p ~
II. Training of University Persannel * ) x|k | x]x * kx| *
A. Dissemination of. information * x| x| x|xlx A *fxte | x|x NEIEIEIE
8. Feedback and review ) * |*x tx {x
C. Syllabi component inclusion ) * . * *
D. lectures to university personncl * ) . s
by cn-campus hardicapped individual ‘
or. Im';numntatim ’
A. lectures ) w0k [x [ xle [orfaefeda b Joda | afwle | o | wlwla|ne | o xfxlx]s]x] =
B. obscwati.m of tcdmiques * ik tk * 1% * ]k {* |k |*x * | * x| %k |*x * *) k|k §* |* k| *f x| *x |%x |* *
€. Class similations B i o **>**,***** Klddd | % b og]dewfx Jx] o] Al xfrlx qx| *
*activities completed ‘ ' '
* - -
“ 3 J \ 31 ]
o \ . ' ,

ERIC : ’
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N J Firet Year (1979-80) Second Year (1980-81) Third Year (1931-82)
"‘ 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9101112231314 151617 18 19 20 21 22 23 24| 2526 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 I 35 36
‘ ] -
II1. Iple~entation (cont,)
* 2
D. F:icld trips ’ selwfo o [ aloe {o | *le]ln aluls * * %
[. Hands-cn experience \ ok [* [x { b edx Lo alals *5"\ o %
F. Develepment of individual
educational program * b ] wlw]wn e | ol dx B o Padx b Tan [ * [* x| * *| *
6 ldentify handicapped students \\ L R EIE L e L ox .
)
H Tield related feedback and P A T P R D I T % %%
review . ) R
N
ot N N
IV, tiversity Personnel To Be Trained
A. Coordinators of Professional . | .
*.Lducation Course Sequence and the T el Bl Bl i B I L O

faculty

8. Methods course instructors

.. C. Center coordinators (supervisors
of clinical experiences)

T

D. Tadulty of Adm, Certificate

.

V. Drveloprent and Dissimination

A, Development

1. Drveloprent of booklets
addressing

O a, Teacher liabilivy

' b. least rest. alternatlve

*Activities completed

ERIC 50
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. - . . . LI
c‘- . First~Year (1579-80) - Second Year (1980-81) . Tnird Year (1981-82)
¢« -
“ & B ' 1 . : . 4
» . 12 345 6 7 8 91011 12413 14 1516 1718 19 20 21-22 23 24 |25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36
Y. Dovelopment and Dissimination . - - -
(cont. ) ) 4 . . I
c. P.ublic Law 94-142 *bowle b boade e b x - A
R d. Individbal education el wle b okt b | s &
program ‘
" e. Due process 11 ol alx Jx Daklx k |x ‘
f. Illinoi_§ nules and w balede Pak e b 14 | ! .
regulations .
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(, v Appendix A .
Crit;;fbn Reference Tests
Test Oné

Role of the Regular Educator
_in the Education of the Handicapped

1. Which og‘:hg\persons below.Q;ze been delegated' the responsibility

for.referring a student for a ”study evaluatigy? SR
L?a)~ Regulafaglassroom teacher

b) Parents

E)' Student (whsp appropriate)

d) Special education teacher

e) Any one of th ’ab ve

2. Which of the folldwing personnel participate in a multidisciplinary
i

team staffing?

a)
b)
c)
d)
S
3. The
a)
b
),

d)

e)

“Regular classroom teacher

Parents

Spécial educators

Student (where appropriate)
All of the gbove

role of the multidisciplinary team is to:

determine an appropriat€ educational placement of a student.

assess the handicapped student's level of functioning.

refer handicapped students for a case .study evaluation.

a and b Kﬁ ¢

all of the above”

! Y
B
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Which of the following are not the role of a regular classrooﬁ

teacher in the education of the handicapped student?

aE N an
>

a) w;rking cooperatively with special education personnel
b) Participating in the I.E.P. meeting .
e)‘ Writing an I.E.P. -
d) Referring a student for a case study- evaluation
e)u all of the above
5. What are some oi the schéél-related services for the handicapped student?

a) Social work service

’ ,

b) Counseling service ] ) i //

¢) Psychological service

d) Transportation

e) All of the above . -
6. The followipg are mandated componeht% of the Individpalized Education
Program except:

oy

a) the student's level of performance.
b) due process hearing.
é)‘ short-term objectives.
d) special education and related sprvices. . i )

" ¢) annual goals.

LY
2

7. An. Individual Education Program is:
a) a legally binding document.
b) only for handicapped students.
¢) for all children in our schools. ' , \<\_,'

d) b.and ¢ : . . ]

all of the above

[¢)
L —
=

12
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8. Regular classroom teachers are responsible for participating in the
education of the handicapped due to the Congressional legislation of:

a) the Hatch Act. . ot

.

3\
b) !he 1964 Civil Rights Act.

¢) the Adjournment Resolution of 1975,

¢

+d) P.L. 94-142.

4 4 ‘
- - ’ - -. - -
. .
- .
.

9. Providing handicapped students the/ Yeast restrictive education would

be best aveagplished in:

a) special educ-tiop classybon. .

b) special school. e | W
¢) regular classroom with supportive services.

d) Jinstitutions.

Circle the person‘o§\$§@%ons who jou feel should be involved in the

I4

v

development of a handicapped student's I.E.P.

a) Parents
b) Regular classroom teacher
h .
c) Special educators®
2y d) Student J
e) All of the above - ' PR .
11, Preparing handicapped students for f%b awareness and job training will
be: l T 3

a) a benefit ‘to the handicappéd. g

&

b) a benefit to the handicapped ‘and the community.

¢) ¥misuse of tax dollars. ’ _ ' 5>

-

-
i

&
1

a waste of time.
,

'12. The probhg;: of the handicapped are:

a) too difficult for regular educators-to mediate in the reguiar classroom.

(

b) can only be mediated by special educators.

¢) can be mediated cooperatively by special and regular educators.

A
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Test Two
Characteristic; of Handicapped Students

Of the behaviors listed below, which one best describes a student who
has a visual perception problem? .

a) lolding an object too close or too far from his eyes
b) Rubbing his eyes frequently ,

c) Inability to discriminate between different symbols
d) 1Inability to communicdte with sign la?guage -

Which of the following characteristics might be exhibited by a
student who is having an auditory perception problem?

a) Inability to discriminate soupds

b) Watching lips of someone comnunicating with him

c) Inability to attend to an auditory stimulus

d) Inability to hear a stimulus - .

" Mhich of the following characteristics might be demonstrated by a

student who is visually impaired?

a) Squinting

b) Poor visual memory ' ?
c) Visual sequencing problems

d). Problems with visual figure-ground

’

*An exanple of sensory-motor ﬁroblem is:

-
a). the inability to develop consistent left’ggtright-sided .
approach in use of hands or feet '
b) the“inability to use arms and legs effectively
¢) the inability to utilize extremeties effectively : \
d) .all of the above

“Public Law 94-142, "The Education for All Handicapped Children
Act of 1975", requires that:

a) all handicapped students have equal rights and educational
. opportunities as regular students: )
b) all handicapped students must be placed in the regular classroom
~¢) all handicapped students receive a free and appropriate education
d) ,b§c . »
e) agec

Which are the major sensory areas that are important to the educa-
tional growth of a student? :
a) Speech

b). Vision . .

¢) Hearing . ) .

d) bdic 0 S

e) All of the above 35
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7. Uhich of the following is the least restrictive environment for
handicapped students? '
» a) Special classroom
b) Special school
-¢) Regular classroom
d) Resource room

j 8. 1If a student is experiencing difficulties in academic or social in-
teractions, and is suspected of being educationally handicapped, the
classroom teacher is required to: v

a) send a letter to the parents of the student .
b) inform the principal ‘

e c) make a referral \
d) develop a special program for the student b

9. Education of the handicapped student would be best accomplished in a:
a) special school ,/‘/,

b) institution
¢) regular classroom

d) special classroom . R
. ~
10. Identification of students with learning problems/handicaps should
begin with: ‘

a) the regular classroom teacher
b) special educators

¢) psychologists

d) social workers

11. Regular.educators: o, / . N

a) should be trained to mainstream handicapped students
) are not expected to teach handicapped students

/ ¢) should learn about handicapped students on a volunteer basis
d) need extra training to work with the.handicapped.

b
i
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Test Three ) ‘ 3 )
. P, L. 94-142 "Origins and Poundations“ " . s
1. The passage of Publlc Law 94-142 assures special education‘and

. re‘ate services for: .
: a) séverely handicapped

b) mildly handicepped
5. . - ¢) most handicapped children

d) ' all handicapped regardless of the severity .

e) none of the above , . -

a
[,

Durlng the middle ages emphasis on the handicapped was directed
towards:

a) keeping the handicapped locked behind doors
b) more humane care . . ‘@
¢) teaching vocational skills

d) «both B and C

e) none of the abdve

, 7 )
3. Attempts to educate the mentally retarded began to emerge during:
a) the 1900's
b) the 1800's -
) c) the 1700's
‘ d) the 1600's A
» .
4, Pioneers in the field of Special Eddcation were:
?’ a) Rousseu and Plato l
' b) Sabatino and Miller . , .
8) Montessori and Itard
d) Juan Bonet and Hewitt N
5. Which of the following laws prohibits and federally assisted programs

~to discriminate against any persons due to a handicapping condition?
' )
a) P.L. 93-380, Title VI-B
b) P.L. 93-112, Section 504 :
C) PCLC 94"145 -
d) P.L. 98-888 . i

6. The ultimate purpose of ~_is to avoid wasting time -
and money of our courts while insuring competent decisions concerning
the education of tEe handicapped: .
\

a) Supreme Court

b) due process procedure

¢) rehabilitation

d) occupational thérapy '

.4 “
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" 7. Equal education is associated with which of the ollowing court
~cases (Litigation):
4 ~ \
a) Green vs. Board of Education, Wisconsin
b) Brown, no Board of Education of Topeka
c) Spangler vs. Board of. Education of Southern California
d) Both A and B

8. Rehabilitation for the mentally.retarded in the nineteenth century
had iks first shaping step in: /e )

a) institutions »
b) public schools

. - . 0 s
¢) colleges and universities ;
©d) the home ,
9. In your opinion which is the best placement for the handicapped?

a)- public schools. (mainstreaming)
b) institutions (24 hour care)
c) ‘institutions (8 hour care)

10. In your opinion has P.L, 94-142 been:

a) .just one blg headache for educators

b) great in getting the handicapped appropriate services
c) unnecessary

d) another meal t1cket for lawyers
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Appendix B ' . .
ANALYSIS OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION CENTERS-
N EXPERIENCES WITH HANDICAPPED

. -
1., Indicate 'yes or no to each question for each school wighin your
area of responsibilities.
) Yes No
, , Are handicapped students mainstreamed
in this school? , :

Number of classrooms in the school '

Number of classrooms with main-
streamed handicapped students.

Number of self-contained classrooms !
for handicapped students.

.
s

LB e
e RN

¥

Special education resource -room
2. Does the school building receive ancillary support services?. Yes' No

If yes, which.of the following do the scﬁools recetve:

Lo p
o 1. [] Speech therapist ‘
! ) " 2. [1 Psychologist . ) ,
e, g 3. [] Nurse
~ . 4. [] Physical Therapist
5. [] Occupational Therapist .
6. [] Social worker
_ 7. [] Guidance Counselors
8. [] eAdaptive Physical Education Teacher -
9. ﬁccupational Education Coordinator _
10. Reading specialists .o
11. [] Music Therapist . ’
- 12. []. Audiologist
', 13, [] Art Therapist
. 14, [] Itinerant Teacher
Circle the appropriate number: High® ~ Low
3—To-what—degree—does—the—school principal actively
participate in the I.E.P. meetings? -7654321-.
: 4. To what degree do special education personnel
' providé assistance.to regular classroom teachetrs
that have handicapped students mainstreamed .
\ in their claserOEEY\ ' : 7654321
lv 5. To what degree do’ rggular education personnel
. partigipate in I.Bi meetings for handicapped : :
students? = : 7.6:54321

.40 19
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10.

11,

12,

13'

14.

15.

1l6.

41

-

To what degree is the school principal aware
of state and federal laws effecting services
for the handicapped?

To what degree do regular classroom teachers

provide handicapped learners specific specialized

instruction?

To what degree is this school building
accessible to handicapped students?

To what degree do régular classroom teachers
have specialized instructional materidls for

handicapped learners?

To what gegree is the.school principal used as

an active consultant to speC1al educat ion personnel
on a day-to-day basis?

To what degree do regular education personnel help

formulate handicapped students program goals and
objectives as stated in the 1.E.P.? <

»Circle the number of hours the regular class-

-
~

room teacher received inservice training concerning

P.L. 94-142.

To what degree is the school principal supporting’
the basic concept of P.L. 94-142?

To what degree do regular educators prov1de
special aptitude (e.g., ‘perceptual or
conceptual training) for handicapped learners
in their classroom?

-

~

To what degree do the regular classroom teachers
consult regularly with special education teachers

To what degree does the school principal appear

to support the mandate of P.b. 94-142?

g? 7

"in carrying out of the handicapped student's program? - 7

654321 °

654321
: N

654321
>

17,

18.

To what degree do regular classroom teachers
implement specific instructional goals,

objectives and activities.for handlcapped 1earners
in their classroom?

To what degree are regular classroom teachers in
support of the basic conceg; of P.L. 94-1427

’

-

»

-

654321

654321

N
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Center Coordinator:
Name of School: r
Grades served:

Presqhool

K . A

1

10
11

A

12

Region of‘Illinoi‘:
Central !
Nofthern,

A

Southern

UrEan
Subﬁrban

Rural
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